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RECE
October 27, 2008 ) IVED
cT g
Ms. Stacy Froelich 28 2053
South Dakota Department of Environment and Natural Resources AR QuALITY
ROGRAM

Air Quality Division

523 East Capitol
Pierre, SD 57501

Subject: Basin Electric Power Cooperative NextGen Project

PSD Permit Application — Supplemental Information

Dear Ms. Froelich:

On behalf of Basin Electric Power Cooperative, ENSR is submitting additional materials and
corrections to its PSD permit application for the Basin Electric NextGen Project near Selby, SD. The
original application was filed on July 29, 2008; and we have had subsequent discussions with your
agency in the meantime, including a response to comments dated September 18, 2008. This letter
includes corrections and updates to supplement that original application, in order to expedite your
review and issuance of a completeness determination.

Please review and accept the following clarifications and additional information as a suppiement to
that application.

1.

Page 4-12, in the last set of six “bulleted items” on that page, we had intended to indicate
that Wet Limestone Forced Oxidation (Wet LSFO) is actually a subset of Wet FGD. The
first bullet should read “Wet FGD, including Wet LSFO” and then delete the next bullet
which references Wet LSFO.

Page 4-28, Third paragraph, last sentence. Delete the word “and” immediately following the
word “matter. The statement should read “Emissions are minimized based on the BACT for
condensable matter precursors including S0, .7

Page 4-51 add a sentence in Section 4.3.1.2: “Enclosures control all fugitive emissions
from conveyors and buildings. Emissions from enclosed sources are generally routed to
baghouses or other control devices.” We had intended to indicate that enclosures are a
technically feasible contro! device for PM non-point sources.

Page 4-52, last paragraph. Step 4 evaluates all the controls listed above. We want to clarify
that enclosures were not proposed for the coal piles or the bottom ash stackout pile. Add
the phrase “but not for the coal piles or bottom ash piles” at the end of the first sentence in
that paragraph.

Page 4-55. The title of Table 4-14 should be “Economic Impact Analysis for the Technically
Feasible Coal Pile PM Control Technologies.” The reference to “Ash Pile” in this title is
incorrect.

Page 4-58. Table 4-19 Add a footnote to the table indicating that Emission Limits of 0.01
gr/dscf and > 99% removal are considered equivalent. The table listing “<99%” should be
“>99%.”



ENSR

Ms. Stacy Froelich
QOctober 27, 2008

Page 2
7. Page 4-59, the sentence at the end of Section 4.3.2.4.1.3.1, should read “Tables 4-20a and
4-20b are a summary of the economic evaluation of point source particulate control
options.” On page 4-60, replace that page with the attached page 4-60 that includes both
Table 4-20a and 4-20b. Table 4-20b provides a cost analysis for 0.005 gr/dscf.”
8. Page 4-61, also attached provides an update of the comparative evaluation of baghouse

controls, under the assumption that a control level of 0.01 gr/dscf is equivalent to 99%
control. A copy of that updated page is also attached as a replacement, but for clarity the
following specific changes were made to that page:

¢ The first two sentences at the top of the page now read “The average control cost of
limiting emissions to 0.005 gr/dscf from point sources <5000 dscfm is $179/ton. The
associated incremental costs are $3,236/ton.” These data reflect the revised costs from
Tables 4-20a and 4-20b.

e The lastline in the second paragraph in that page was deleted.

» The first paragraph in Section 4.3.2.4.2 should be replaced with the following text: “The
next ranked control option, for small sources, is filter systems designed to limit
emissions from point sources to 0.01 gr/dscf. The environmental, energy impacts are
similar to the lower emitting options. While the average control cost is $163/ton which
is still above the expected particulate control cost this control option is accepted as for
reasons beyond BACT. Therefore nc further review is necessary.”

e The material in Step 5, on the bottom of the page has been inserted in a revised outline.
items 1 and 2 now have subheadings a, b, and c, rather than the small Roman numeral
outline. None of the text was changed as a result of this different outline.

9. Page 4-97. The text under Section 4.6.2.2.5, SNCR should be reworded. Please correct
the second sentence to read “Temperatures greater than 2000°F and less than 500°F are
outside the operating range for SNCR.”

10. Page 4-116, Table 4-42 includes separate listings under Material Handling System
Emission Points for “0.01 gr/dscf’ and “>99% control.” Add a footnote that “For coal
handling operations an emission rate of >99% controt is equivalent to 0.005 gr/dscf for
baghouses greater than 5000 dscfm and 0.01 gr/dscf for baghouses less than 5000 dscfm.

As you review these items, please do not hesitate to call with any questions or clarifications. We look
forward to resolving these matters with you.

Sincerely yours,

Bmae, Clnscdanotd]_

Senior Program Manager

cc: Cris Miller, Basin Electric
Greg Knauer, Burns & McDonnell

REF: 02450-017
Attachment
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BASIN ELECTRIC POWER COOPERATIVE — NEXTGEN PROJECT

The average control cost of limiting emissions to 0.005 gr/dscf from point sources <5000 dscfm is $179/ton.
The associated incremental costs are $3,236/ton. The cost for a small source bin vent filter or FF is
significantly above the expected particulate control cost of $100/ton or less, However, the cost for a large
source bin vent fiiter or FF is only a fraction of this cost. Due to the low cost per ton of a bin vent fiiter or
baghouse achieving 0.005 gr/dscf on these large sources, a bin vent or FF achieving 0.005 aridscf is
considered the BACT for control of point source emissions from large source materials handling. However,
these costs are not considered cost effective on smaller point source emissions and are rejected as BACT
in this analysis.

In summary, point sources that are greater than 5,000 dscfm in size will utilize a bin vent or FF and control
point source materials handling emissions to 0.005 gr/dscf. Point sources that are smaller than 5,000 dscfm
in size may use a bin vent filter or FF but control to 0.005 gridscf is excessively expensive and is not
considered BACT.

4.3.24.2 Next Ranked Control {(Bin Vents and Baghouses)

The next ranked control option, for smali sources, is filter systems designed to limit emissions from point
sources to 0.01 gr/dscf. The environmental, energy impacts are similar to the lower emitting options. Whitle
the average control cost is $183/ton which is still above the expected particulate control cost this control
option is accepted as for reasons beyond BACT. Therefore no further review is necessary.

4.3.110 STEP 5. Proposed PM BACT Determination for Point Source Materials Handling

To demonstrate compiiance, NextGen proposes the following point source PM emission limits and
compliance standards for materials handling:

1) Filter systems (FFs or bin vent fitters) designed for 5,000 dscf or larger shall be designed and
guaranteed to limit emissions to 0.005 gr/dscf; expressed as the average of 3-Method 8 or 5D test
runs. Initial stack testing at representative FFs shall be utilized to demonstrate all FFs are in
compliance.

a. The initial stack test shall occur on the FFs as selected with the future proposed compliance
testing protocol.

b. Noinitia! testing is proposed for bin vent filters since it is not feasible to measure emissions
from these sources. Bin vent filters must be designed and guaranteed to maintain the 0.005
gr/dscf.

c. Allreplacement parts must be of similar or better quaiity than the original to maintain the
0.005 gridscf timit.

2) Filter systems (FFs or vent filters) designed for gas flows smaller than 5,000 dscf shall be designed
and guaranteed to limit emissions to 0.01 gridsct, expressed as the average of 3-Method 5 or 50
test runs. Initial stack testing at representative FFs shall be utilized to demonstrate all FFs are in
compliance.

a. The initial stack test shall occur on the FFs as seiected with the future proposed compliance
testing protoco!.

b. Noinitial testing is proposed for bin vent filters since it is not feasible to measure emissions
from these sources. Bin vent filters must be designed and guaranteed to maintain the 0.01
gr/dscf.

¢. All replacement parts must be of similar or better quality than the original to maintain the
Q.01 gridscf limit.

02450-017 4-61 October 2008
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Froelich, Stacy

From: Macdonald, Bruce [Bruce.Macdonald@aecom.com]
Sent:  Monday, October 27, 2008 5:25 PM

To: Froelich, Stacy

Cc: Rombough, Kyrik; Cris Miller; Knauer, Greg
Subject: Addendum to PSD Permit Application

Ms. Froelich,

As we discussed last week, ENSR is submitting an addendurm to the PSD permit application for Basin Electric's NextGen
project near Selby, Scuth Dakota. This addendum includes some corrections and updates to the application that was
submitted on July 29, 2008.

Attached is a letter and attachment to that letter identifying and explaining the changes. We are sending a paper copy via
Federal Express for delivery tomorrow, October 28. As you review these items, do not hesitate to call with any guestions.

We look forward to resolving these matters as expeditiously as possible.
Regards
Bruce

As of October 8, 2008, my e-mail address has changed to bruce.macdonald@aécom.com
Please make that change in your address bock.

Bruce C. Macdonald, Ph.D.

Vice President

Regional Air Quality Practice Area Leader
ENSR

D: 970-530-3500

C: 970-420-0471

bruce macdonald@aecom.com

AECOM

1801 Prospect Parkway
Fort Collins, CO 80525
T: 970-493-8878

F: 970-493-0213
www.aecom.com

10/28/2008
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